MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 2, 1983
The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m. by Chairman Charles B. Weasmer.
I.

Correction of Minutes.

The minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting of October 5, 1983 were approved as
distributed.
II.

Report of Officers.

PRESIDENT JAMES B. HOLDERMAN reported as follows:
Report of
President
Holderman

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me report on a couple of items
that may be of interest. The budget process has begun. You've all
been following this with some interest, I am sure, although there
has been a limited capacity to get information because it has not
been widely distributed. We are anxious to make a strong case that
any new package for the funding of public education be done in concert with all the colleges and universities of the State and that
full attention be given to full-formula funding in the $200,000,000
package about which the leadership of the State is speaking. Whether
or not that will be in the initial presentation is problematical at
the moment but I believe as the process unfolds the wisdom of including higher education as a critical component of the entire educational
system will emerge and the necessity to involve the universities and
colleges in the effort to pass the measure in the Legislature will
also emerge and full-formula funding particularly as recorrmended by
the Corrmission on Higher Education and all the colleges and universities in the State will be felt as a major argument. Full-formula
funding for this campus would mean $11,000,000 more than that figure
for which we are currently recorrmended which would make a substantial
difference in everybody's budget and one for which we are prepared
to fight. We have only had full-formula funding two out of the last
seven years. I think it is time to have it established as a continuing, practicing precedent and we will do all we can to assure it.

Question of
Covering Sign
Asnwered

A question was raised by one of your members at the last
meeting about the coverage of a sign in a window in Rutledge.
A letter was addressed to your Chairman on this issue, but let
me speak to it. As you all know, there were very strict security
precautions taken for the President's visit on the 20th of September. At the time some felt that the security, elaborate as it was,
was unnecessary. Hopefully, the visit by the President to Augusta
and the unfortunate incident there proves that security needs to
be taken even at extraordinary levels when a President visits anywhere. A poster was put up inside the room. It was not completely
opague and there was the capacity, according to the Secret Service,
for movement behind the poster which would have been a security
risk if someone had wanted to use that as a vantage point for an
attack. They asked that the window be covered from outside so
that it would be completely opague. That is the precise reason
why the window was covered.
We agreed to al1 owing the students to be asked to move out
of their rooms at 11 o'clock on that day. I can report to you
the Secret Service's original request was that the students be
asked to move out at 9 o'clock on the evening before. At that
point since I also live on the Horseshoe, I thought that was a
particularly foolish idea and we talked ·again. Finally, they
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settled on 11 o'clock and it worked out very well. We learned
a lot about negotiation. I do think it turned out well with a
minimal amount of impact and inconvenience and a maximum amount
of favorable attention to the University.
Let me commend the several members of the faculty who participated in the counter convocation. I do not think that it is
an inappropriate activity for a University to involve itself.
It was done in a sophisticated and professional manner and it
received almost as much publicity as the President's visit itself.
I applaud those who participated in it.
Summit Fund
Will Be
Successful

Let me add one more item that may be of interest. The Su11111it
Fund Campaign is underway. You've all read about it. We are
convinced that it is going to shoot way beyond it's goal. Let
me tell you how. We have set as our initial sight - $35,000,000.
We already have in cash and pledges in excess of $17,000,000, and
most of the balance of the $18,000,000 is identified. We expect
to exceed the $35,000,000. We also have $15,000,000 in cash and
pledges for the new Engineering Center. Ground will be broken in
early May, so it will be ready by 1986. We expect to raise m0ney
for several other projects that will become public in the next
few months (another $10-$12,000,000) so it is now our expectation
to exceed $60,000,000 in this particular drive and I want to report
to you that I would fully expect that fund raising on an annual
basis will become a practice here at Carolina far into the future
in the magnitude of $10-$15,000,000 a year to supplement the ongoing
activities of the University. We certainly cannot be content until
we have an endowment of well over a $100,000,000 so we have a lot of
work cut out for us.
Are there any questions about any subject which any member of
the Senate or anyone in the audience would like to direct to me?
PROFESSOR ROGER SULLIVAN, DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY, inquired if some of the money
raised would be available for faculty research.
PRESIDENT HOLDERMAN responded as follows:
Hopefully, a good bit of the private money you are talking
about would be available for faculty salaries, for research
programs, for library acquisitions, for equipment, including the
request for computers. There is going to be a surplus in this
year's state budget which will mean supplemental appropriations.
I am optimistic that the Commission on Higher Education is going
to support our $16,000,000 computer request. But I would say,
Roger, that a good portion of dollars will go into the faculty
hands for research or support of individual professional activities.
Clearly, building an endowment is exactly what we have in mind
and to undergird faculty research is one of the preeminent concerns that emerges with each of us. Graduate fellowships will
emerge as a second priority that we have to really get at as we
move toward the development of a full-scale graduate school.
The PRESIDENT asked if there were any further questions. There being none,
CHAIRMAN WEASMER inquired if there were reports from any other University Officers .
There being none, the CHAIR moved to the Reports of Committees on the agenda.
III .
A.

Reports of Committees.

Steering Committee, Professor David Husband, Secretary:
No report.

B. Grade Change Committee, Professor Carol Collison, Chair:
PROFESSOR COLLISON moved the adoption of the Committee's report on pages A-1
through A-5 (which included reports for both the-October and November Senate meetings).
The report was adopted as submitted .
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C.

Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor Robert Pettus, Chair:

PROFESSOR PETTUS moved the approval of Section I, College of Engineering, on
page A-6 of the agenda.
The CHAIR asked if there was any discussion concerning this section. PROFESSOR
HENRY PRICE, CUI:IIG"E OF JOURNALISM, stated that he had some changes, mostly punctuation
changes, which might be considered editorial changes. He asked if they should be discussed
now or should he give them to the Committee Chairman to be included in the report. The
CHAIR stated that the changes should be discussed now to determine if they are purely
punctuation changes or if they actually change the meaning of a sentence.
PROFESSOR PRICE stated that in Section I, under the revised ENGR 568 - Open
Channel Hydraulics, the question becomes whether the noun of that particular title is
hydraulics with open channel modifying it in which case it should be hyphenated or whether
we are dealing with channel hydraulics and open is the adjective and if that's the case
then it is correctly punctuated. He added he makes no claim for being a grammarian and
hoped that his colleagues in the English Department would correct him if he was wrong.
PROFESSOR PETTUS asked if there was a representative from the College of Engineering to speak to this. There being no comments, the CHAIR stated that in the absence of a
motion to the contrary the change will be as stated without a hyphen.
PROFESSOR PRICE then made a motion to insert a hyphen between open and channel.
The motion was seconded. The CHAIR requested a show of hands, the motion was not approved.
Section I, College of Engineerln9:-was approved as presented originally.
PROFESSOR PETTUS presented Section II, College of Humanities and Social Sciences,
pages A-6 and A-7, for the Senate's approval. He added that the Department of Anthropology
requested the withdrawal of Anthropology 205, Culture and Energy in order to coordinate
it with other departments.
PROFESSOR PRICE moved that in ANTH 308, Japanese Culture, the word "which" should
be changed to "that" so it would now read: "An exploration of Japanese values and the
institutions that shape Japanese behavior through analysis of rural and urban community
studies and how Japanese present themselves." The Committee accepted the change and therefore no motion was necessary. PROFESSOR PRICE added there were several places where the
position of the comma preceeding the final item in a series was inconsistent. He suggested
that the Committee should be consistent in the use of the comma. For example, in ANTH 370,
where it says "simulations and database management" it should be "simulation, and database
management". He added if the comma is used ther~ then the Committee should use it throughout its report.
PROFESSOR PETTUS responded that it was the Committee's policy to include the comma
because that was the way it was done in courses already listed in the catalog. He added
that the Committee discussed this matter and decided that the comma was not appropriate
in this description. PROFESSOR PRICE said that he had no objection then.
PROFESSOR PRICE stated that in ANTH 351, The Family in Cross-Cultural Perspective,
a hyphen should be inserted between child and rearing and also a comma between sex roles
and other aspects. PROFESSOR PETTUS agreed with hyphenating child-rearing. He then asked
if there was a representative from the Department of Anthropology who could speak to the
question of the comma between sex roles and other aspects. He added that the Committee
felt that the meaning was served by omitting the comma. PROFESSOR ROBERT McCARL, ANTHROPOLOGY, stated he would consider sex roles having to do with social relations and therefore
the comma was not needed.
The CHAIR asked for approval of Section II, College of Humanities and Social
Sciences as ed~ This section was adopted with ANTH 205 being withdrawn by the
~artment of Anthropology.
PROFESSOR PETTUS then requested approval of Section III, College of Pharmacy.
There being no discussion, the Senate adopted Section III as presented by the Committee.

D.

Faculty Advisory Committee, Professor Ed Hickman, Chair:

PROFESSOR

HIC~~AN

reported on behalf of the Committee as follows:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wish to report on a couple of items
from the Faculty Advisory Committee, primarily matters of interpretation of the language of the Faculty Manual that the Faculty Advisory
Committee had been asked to examine.
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In May of 1982, the Faculty Senate adopted a new description
for the Patent and Copyright Committee and the purpose of this new
description was to make the election of faculty members consistent
with other elected faculty committees. In July of this past year,
the Faculty Senate adopted a new patent and copyright policy and as
a part of that policy statement they copied verbatim the description
of the Patent Committee from the 1978 Facult~ Manual. This committee
description conflicted with the 1982 descr1p 1on. The Faculty Advisory
Committee felt that it was simply a matter of making the two parts
of the Faculty Manual consistent; therefore, the raculty Advisory
Committee is advising the Provost's Office that in the revision of
the Faculty Manual the description of the committee should be consistent with the description as adopted by the faculty in May of
1982. Namely, that two faculty are elected each year for a three
year term.
The second item also has to do with some interpretation of the
language in the Faculty Manual. Back in July, the Chairman of the
Faculty Senate, Professor Robert Patterson asked the Faculty Advisory
Corrrnittee to consider what appeared to be some discrepancy in the
language between the grievance procedure which was adopted by the
Faculty Senate in 1980 and the tenure regulations adopted by the
Faculty Senate in 1981. The question appeared to be that on the
surface the language of the grievance procedure in 1980 appeared to
allow non-tenured faculty that were not reappointed before the final
year to bring their grievance before the Grievance Committee. The
language of the tenure procedure for 1981 clearly states that there
is no grounds for going to the Grievance Committee for a simple nonreappointment. This matter was discussed at a number of Faculty
Advisory Committee meetings. After meeting with the Provost and
the Chairman of the Faculty Senate, the Faculty Advisory Committee
agreed that the intention of the language of the 1980 grievance
procedure was the same as that stated in the tenure procedure for
1981, namely that termination of faculty before the final year or
simple non-reappointment is not a matter that is grievable to the
Grievance Committee . The Faculty Advisory Committee now has under
study the procedure for grievance for non-reappointment of nontenured faculty.
PROFESSOR CHARLES TUCKER, SOCIOLOGY, inquired as to the basis on which that
decision was made and by whom .
PROFESSOR HICKMAN responded:
I don't know whether I can give you a completely satisfactory
answer to that or not. To be very candid with you there was a lot of
debate and discussion and some people felt that there was a discrepancy
in the language. Other people argued that clearly the intention was
to outline the grievance procedures to be used when non-reappointment
was made in connection with consideration of tenure in the final year only
and therefore that reference to non-reappointment did not apply to
the probationary years. Our Committee finally came back with the
majority opinion that the intention of the 1980 grievance procedure
was not to give the right to go to the Grievance Committee for simple
non-reappointment.
PROFESSOR TUCKER asked if this meant if the person was not reappointed that he
could not go through the grievance procedure.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN answered:
I am trying to make sure that I am correct in understanding
your question. I don't think we would say he could not go through
the grievance procedure. There would be a grievance procedure for
a person who has not reached the final year. In that case the
grievance procedure would be through administrative channels. As
I understand it, this interpretation says that if the person is
not in the final year and simply is given a letter of non-reappointment, he cannot go through the Grievance Committee. However, if
he claims violation of academic freedom or something of that sort
he could go to the Grievance Committee under the 1980 policy.
- 4 -

PROFESSOR TUCKER asked if that was the only issue which could be taken to the
Faculty Grievance Committee or were there others.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN said he would hesitate to say that that would be the only
thing. He said another way to put it would be that if a person is simply not reappointed
and no reason given, he could claim a violation of his academic freedom and take his case
to the Grievance Committee.
PROFESSOR TUCKER replied that the problem is that it has been the practice to not
give any reason at all for non-reappointment.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN continued:
I think you are correct in your statement but I believe that
the 1981 tenure procedure clearly states that the only grounds for
going to the Grievance Committee is the claim for violation of
academic freedom or non-reappointment in the final year. If it
is in the final year, then other questions such as did the department follow the criteria correctly, could be grieved. The current
interpretation of the Faculty Manual is if there is a simple nonreappointment with no reason given {other than in the final probationary year) there would not be grounds for going to the Grievance
Committee. There would be a grievance procedure through administrative channels, not grounds for going to the Grievance Committee. As
I said, the Faculty Advisory Committee does intend to submit a
report this year dealing with this issue. Anyone who wishes to
express his opinion on that procedure is hereby informed that it
is on the agenda of the Faculty Advisory Committee. We would
welcome input or suggestions.
PROFESSOR JUDITH JOYNER, COLLEGE OF EDUCATION, asked if she understood correctly
that if a person felt that there was some dis.crimination based on race, sex, religion, and
whatever that that would not be grievable.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN answered that according to the Faculty Manual if a person is
simply given a letter of non-reappointment and no reason was given, it is not grievable
through the Grievance Committee.
PROFESSOR JOYNER responded that it seemed to her then that it would be in favor
of the Administration not to give you reasons.
CHAIRMAN WEASMER explained that all that was at issue here was the interpretation
of the committee concerning the relationship between two documents adopted by the faculty.
He said that if anyone did not like the interpretation or he thought the document should
be changed, that it was in order to do so. He also added that since no motion was before
the Senate, no action had been requested and that all comments should be directed to the
Faculty Advisory Committee.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN stated he was happy to hear the comments from the faculty and
that part of the purpose of reporting this was to make certain that the faculty, through
the Faculty Senate, is aware of the current interpretation.
PROFESSOR TUCKER asked Professor Hickman if he had responded to Professor Joyner's
question of whether it was in favor of the Administration not to give a reason for nonreappointment.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN said he would like to give a personal answer as opposed to an
answer of the committee. He said he thought it meant that if a person simply is given a
letter of non-reappointment and no reason was given that it would be difficult to say that
there were grounds to go to the Grievance Committee.
PROFESSOR WILLIAM McANINCH, LAW SCHOOL, stated he was a member of the Faculty
Advisory Committee who considered this and that he had disagreed with the majority. Nonetheless upon this particular point, he thought even though one was not given reasons for
the non-rearpointment,which typically is the case, it would still be theoretically possible
to make the claim that there had been the denial of academic freedom.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN added that one reason he hesitated to answer the question was
because he thought it was almost always possible to at least make a claim that academic
freedom was denied, and thus put the case before the Grievance Committee .

PROFESSOR BRIAN FRY, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, asked if any other
recourse was available other than to go to the Grievance Committee for non-reappointment.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN said the Committee was in the process of trying to establish
exactly what that was. He replied that there was some procedure but he didn't know at
this time exactly what it was and he planned to request a more detailed statement of what
the policy was from the Provost's Office.
PROFESSOR FRY asked what was the justification in distinguishing those cases
from others.
PROFESSOR HICKMAN responded that the Faculty Manual makes it clear that nonreappointment in the probationary period is verycrffferent from non-reappointment in
the final year. He added that the 1981 statement of tenure procedures makes it clear
that the only grounds for grieving non-reappointment is the claim of violation of academic
freedom. He pointed out that these are all documents and statements that have been
passed by the Faculty Senate.
The CHAIR pointed out once more that the wisdom of the action of the faculty in
the past is no~question at this time.
PROFESSOR FRY inquired if the Senate was just being informed of this.
The CHAIR replied in the affirmative. He explained that as far as the Committee
was concerned there is no conflict between the documents of 1980 and 1981. He added the
Committee indicated that they are looking at this issue and any questions or objections
to this are quite properly addressed to them.
Admissions
Committee
Proposal
Moved for
Adoption

E.

Admissions Committee, Professor Whitfield Ayres, Chair:

On behalf of the Admissions Committee, PROFESSOR AYRES moved the adoption of
the proposed change in the catalogue statement for freshman admission. (See attachment 2,
page M-18, for the original proposal, and attachment 2, page M-19 for the amended proposal
as adopted.)
The CHAIR recognized Professor Ayres to speak on behalf of his motion since his
report did not require a second.
PROFESSOR AYRES addressed the Senate as follows:
For a number of years, admission to Carolina was determined
exclusively by a score on the Scholastic Aptitude Test . Any
student who achieved at least a 350 score on the verbal portion and
and a 350 score on the mathematics portion was admitted to the
University. As a result of an October 3, 1979 decision of the
Faculty Senate, the admissions requirements were altered so that
we now use a predicted grade point average in the first year of
study. That predicted grade point average is based on the verbal
and mathematics SAT score as well as the high school rank in
class. The Senate resolution allowed the Admissions Corrrnittee to
admit any student who predicted at 1.75 or higher. The Admissions
Committee since 1979, along with the strong support of the Administration, normally uses a substantially higher predicted grade
point average for admission. Normally, the predicted grade point
average is 2.0.
In the past, however, the admissions requirements had not
addressed courses taken in high school. We have required in
the proposal adequate preparation for the curriculum in which
the student plans to enroll . It is that portion of the admission
requ i rements that we are proposing to change today. The proposal
you have before you is a result of a compromise among a number
of competing courses. On the one hand, there is a strong desire
on the part of the committee to say that we require some specific
high school courses for admission . We would like to send a
message to prospective students both in-state and out-of-state
that they had better take a college preparatory curriculum if
they intend to enroll at Carolina.
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We would like also to keep up with comparable standards at
other state universities in the region. For example, North
Carolina requires 4 years of English, 3 years of mathematics,
l year of natural science, l year of social science, and 2 years
of a foreign language. Florida requires 4 units of English,
3 units of mathematics, 3 in natural science, 3 of social
science, and 9 units of electives. The University of Mississippi
requires 4 units of English, 3 units of mathematics, 3 units of
science, and 2 1/2 units of social science and 1 elective. There
are a number of other institutions in the region that have specific courses either recommended or required for college admission.
On the other hand, there is a strong desire of the corMlittee
to avoid eliminating good students from consideration because they
lack a specific course or two. For example, students who might
fall into this category would include older students who went
through high school before these requirements were adopted.
Another example might be a student from out-of-state who had not
taken a specific course. Consequently, this proposal is an attempt
to satisfy competing desires.
We have done so in a couple of ways. First, the proposal refers
only to students graduating from high school in 1987 or after, thereby grandfathering in the mature students or the older students, as
well as allowing prospective students now in high school sufficient
notice. Also, we have not made specific courses required for consideration. For example, we have not said that you must have a half
unit of economics in order to be admitted. To do so would cut out
literally hundreds of students who might not have had the opportunity to take economics in their high school curriculum. What
we have done is require units for particular areas coupled with
specific recommendations for fulfilling those required units. The
required units that you see here are those approved by the State
Board of Education on May 11, 1983 as necessary for a high school
diploma in South Carolina in 1987. So presumably by 1987, all
students earning a high school diploma in South Carolina will have
met these unit requirements. The recommendations for filling the
specific units are drawn from the CorM1ission on Higher Education's
request of last April 7 for all state colleges and universities to
adopt certain prerequisites for admission. The second paragraph
on the handout is drawn from that document. We have corMlitted
ourselves to at least expect prospective students to have taken
those specific courses.
While I am sure no individual member of the Admissions Committee
would write this document as you see it before you, all members of
the Committee are sufficiently comfortable with this proposal so
that we recommend it to you with a unanimous vote. I would be
happy to entertain questions, comments or suggestions on this
proposal.
PROFESSOR ROBERT JANISKEE, GEOGRAPHY, spoke as follows:
Strong
Stance of
Proposal
Questioned

I am pleased to know that there are some members on the
Corrrnittee who were a little unhappy with at least parts of it.
I think we have some examples here where the Committee is acting
on a mandate from the Commission on Higher Education. The terms
"ideally" and "highly desirable" are used and those are pretty
strong words. For example, "it is highly desirable that prospective students take one unit of physical education or ROTC."
Some may argue that this is strictly an academic requirement.
In the social sciences, it manages to mention history and government and international studies and so on but it does not mention
subjects which I would regard as true social sciences such as
sociology , psychology, anthropology, or geography. It troubled
me a great deal that in making these specifications that you
failed to 1ist a number of areas that many of us would specifically like to see.
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PROFESSOR AYRES responded:
My response to that is just as you suggested that we have
comnitted ourselves to the Commission on Higher Education to
at least expect these courses of our prospective students. I
have no personal objection to the individual number of courses
which might be desirable. However, I do feel based on our
commitment to the Comnission that we do need to include the
specific courses that we mentioned. We could get into a particularly difficult situation if we started listing a great many
courses. You also could get into the problem of listinq
specific courses that are not often offered in a traditional
high school curriculum.
PROFESSOR WILLIAM DRENNAN, PSYCHOLOGY, said he would like to know if there was
an alternative in terms of a very bright student who would not have completed certain
courses even in 1987 but scored a 1000 or so on the SAT. He asked Professor Ayres if
there shouldn't be some sort of procedure so that bright students not having these
courses could be admitted.
PROFESSOR AYRES answered:
You understand we are talking about requirements in general
categories. Your question refers to a student who might have
either less than 20 units or whose units might not have been distributed as we have indicated. First of all, I think the likelihood of
getting very many applications like that in 1987 is low because
there are so many state universities that have adopted a comparable set of requirements. Second, presumably when we admit
a student in his or her senior year we are admitting him/her
contingent upon satisfactory completion of his/her high school
curriculum. It is indeed inconceivable that we can say that
we admit you contingent upon your taking this additional unit
either in the spring semester or surrmer school. Third, I think
there would be strong agreement on the Admissions Committee that
if we do get a student with a 1000 on the SAT but who has not
had some of these specific units then we ought to take a special
look at them. Indeed, we already admit a number of students and
the President already admits a number of students through his
special admission process that get clipped by our admissions
formula. For example, our admission formula heavily weighs
high school rank, therefore, students from a small private
high school may very well have good SAT scores but rather low
high school rank. We already have a provision in place that
would place students like that.
PROFESSOR RANDALL ENGLE, PSYCHOLOGY, said that the courses listed in the proposal
were nothing more than the guidelines which will be required by the State Board of Education
for all South Carolina high school graduates . He inquired what listing the courses would
accomplish. He also added that he objected to the language "ideally" and "strongly
desirable. "
PROFESSOR AYRES responded as follows:
First of all what you accomplish is to reinforce the
standards of the State Board of Education as well as to
send a message to out-of-state students that they need to
have a comparable education. That is one of the things that
we have accomplished. A second is to be responsive to the
Commission and I think it is important for USC as a fine
institution in the State to try to be supportive of the
Commission's initiative. Those are at least two things that
we are accomplishing by it.
USC's
Proposal
Compared to
Other
Universities
in the
Region

PROFESSOR ROBERT ROOD, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, spoke as follows:
I am not a member of the Committee but I have been
looking at the requirements of state universities up and
down the Atlantic Coast for personal reasons. (I have a
son who is a senior in high school.) There are only two
state university systems from Maine to Florida which do
not have a comparable list of high school requirements - the
University of South Carolina system and the University of
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Georgia. All the way from Florida to Maine, every other
state university system requires a simliar distribution
of courses. Some are even stronger - North Carolina, Florida,
and Vjrgina, for example, not only require 3 years of mathematics - they require 2 years of algebra and l year of
geometry for all entrance requirements. They do have some
provisions in their catalogue that states that students
having not met these requirements may be admitted on a
trial basis, then there are ways to meet these requirements
once they attend the university.
I think this proposal of the Admissions Committee is not
stating absolute requirements but simply that stude.nts are
encouraged to meet these requirements. I don't think we will
lose that many students from either out-of-state or in-state.
If students are prepared to meet these requirements the word
gets out. We are one of two institutions up and down the
Atlantic Coast which does not have such requirements. It is
my understanding that the University of Georgia is currently
in the planning process for implementing similar plans.
PROFESSOR COLIN BENNETT.,MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, spoke:
Proposal is
Too Weak

It pleases me that we are considering this proposal. This
is a step in the right direction; but I think the standards here
are rather weak. In mathematics, we have 3 units - that seems to
imply that a student should spend a year of his high school
career without taking a mathematics course. There have been
numerous reports recently from national panels that have
said that each year in high school each student should take
English, mathematics, and a foreign language. I think this
list of requirements is rather weak.
~
CO.'C\"<:s'

Now, if this is the State Boa~tt~Education's minimum
set of requirements, I suppose we
change that. tfl other Oo
~ it seems to me that in the second paragraph (which is
more descriptive of the University's requirements) we could go
on to elaborate. For example, I would prefer "All students
are strongly encouraged to take 4 units of mathematics including
algebra I, algebra II, and geometry." This would then give
them the message that they ought to be taking mathematics every
year in high school. I would also point out what I think is an
omission: with respect to the phrase "majors in science and
mathematics are strongly encouraged to take the fourth unit
of mathematics", I think that should also apply to majors in
engineering.
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PROFESSOR AYRES said he agreed and that he would be happy to make that change.
PROFESSOR BENNETT then inquired if the Senate was presently deliberating on
whether to accept the Committee's report or if the Senate was passing a motion to implement
these changes in our admission requirements.
The CHAIR responded that the Senate had a report from the Admissions Committee
which they would like adopted and then this would become the admission requirements of the
University, effective 1987.
PROFESSOR BENNETT then stated:
I would like to move that we amend the sentence that involves
the mathematics unit to say:
All students are strongly encouraged to take
four units of mathematics including algebra I,
algebra II, and geometry; prospective majors
in science , mathematics, and engineering are
advised to include adequate preparation in
trigonometry.
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I've included trigonometry because it is ~ SeC\'-3-.~~ce~
admission requirement into the calculus ~which aTl
students in science, mathematics, and engineering must
follow. If they are not prepared with that trigonometry
they have to take a precalculus course when they get to
the University. Trigonometry occassionally does not appear
as a separate unit, as sometimes it is absorbed into different types of courses in different high schools. But it
certainly is offered in high schools and certainly students
ought to have it.
The CHAIR then requested Professor Bennett to repeat this motion. The motion was
made and seconcrecr-fo delete the sentence which described the mathematics units and replace
it with the following sentence: "All students are strongly encouraged to take four units
of mathematics including algebra I, algebra II, and geometry; prospective majors in science,
mathematics, and engineering are advised to include adequate preparation in trigonometry."
The CHAIR asked if there was any discussion on the proposed amendment.
PROFESSOR AYRES pointed out that the paragraph above makes reference to three
units of mathematics and that it would not be consistent then to talk about four units
of mathematics. He said he had no objection to stating that students should have a strong
preparation in trigonometry. He asked if it would be possible to phrase it so we could
say three mathematics units including algebra I, algebra II, and geometry, then add the
statement "Prospective majors in science, mathematics, and engineering are strongly
encouraged to include adequate preparation in trigonometry."
PROFESSOR BENNETT answered that that did not address his first point that all
students should be taking a math course each year in high school. He also pointed out
that a fourth unit of mathematics was mentioned in the wording and so his proposal was
to elaborate on what he regarded as a purely minimal requirement.
PROFESSOR JERRY CURRY, MUSIC, said that from the point of view of someone in
Mathematics it would be desirable for students to have four years of mathematics in high
school but from the point of view of people in other fields, students who take that fourth
year in mathematics are not taking something in some other area. He added this would cut
down on the number of uni ts in psycho 1ogy, sociology, or somethi ng ·ce l se and he was not
sure that it was wise to say that. He pointed out that we could easily recorrrnend 50 or
60 units that a student ought to take but are unable to take.
PROFESSOR RICHARD MANDELL, HISTORY, said he thought what we really wanted at the
University of South Carolina are better students and that he thought when we talked about
this proposal we were missing the point. He said he thought most of the preparation of
almost all of the students that we get from South Carolina high schools was wretched. He
added that the best thing to do to get better students at the University of South Carolina
was to increase their scores on the SAT. He pointed out that the grades many students get
in courses are meaningless and that the students are incapable of doing the kind of work
that most of us expect from them. He added then if we want better students the best thing
to do would be to raise the SAT requirement.
The CHAIR asked for further discussion on the proposed amendment.
PROFESSOR RANDALL ENGLE said although he was a member of the Psychology Department
that he would prefer that students have a fourth year of mathematics as opposed to a
psychology course. He added that if the Senate was going to propose specific course work
then he would like psychology to be included but that he would prefer that students have
a fourth year in mathematics rather than an introductory psychology course.
PROFESSOR ROBERT ROOD, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, requested that the
amendment be read again prior to voting on it.
PROFESSOR BENNETT stated the new sentence to be inserted in the proposal should
read: "All students are strongly encouraged to take four units of mathematics, including
algebra I, algebra II, and geometry; prospective majors in science, mathematics, and
engineering are advised to include adequate preparation in trigonometry."
The CHAIR then asked for approval of the amendment as stated.
was adopted.

The amendment

PROFESSOR GARY BLANPIED, PHYSICS AND ASTRONOMY, stated that if you were asking
the Senate to endorse this as "advice to give high school students for preparation for
college" then he would find in this last sentence the words "or ROTC" is not what he would
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give as advice to high school students for entering the University. He then moved
that the words "or ROTC" be stricken from the proposal. The motion was seconded. PROFESSOR
BLANPIED added that he thought this took one unit a~1ay from the units listed. He also said
he thought high school ROTC was either dangerous or resulted in standing around waiting
for something to happen and consequently the students are basically wasting their time for
one unit. He added that he didn't think that that is what we would recommend as preparation
for a university career and that is why he would like it stricken.
PROFESSOR AYRES responded as follows:
I am sure the Admissions Committee does not feel very strongly
about the utility of ROTC, in fact, most of our prospective students
would probably take physical education. The reason that wording is
in there is that it is part of both the State Department of Education
requirements for a high school diploma and it is also part of the
Comnission on Higher Education's request for our prerequisites, i.e.,
"physical education or ROTC." We have already made a commitment
to the Comnission in a letter this summer that we would expect
these electives or prerequisites for admission to the University.
The CHAIR inquired as a matter of information wnom he was referring to as making
a comnitment to the Commission on Higher Education.
PROFESSOR AYRES replied:
The Executive Director of the Commission on Higher Education,
Howard Boozer, wrote to President Holderman on April 7, 1983 requesting that all state colleges and universities adopt as prerequisites
certain requirements. The President wrote Dr. Boozer in July 1983
and stated that while we retain the right to include substantially
higher requirements we would accept these as minimum expectations.
The CHAIR then asked if it was correct then that the Faculty, the Faculty Senate,
faculty comnittees including the Admissions Committee have not made any comnitments. PROFESSOR
AYRES responded that was correct.
PROFESSOR WILLIAM McANINCH, LAW SCHOOL, said this proposal is the statement of
what we as faculty think is highly desirable and I for one don't think ROTC is highly
desirable. He added that he also thought it was a waste of time since the student could
be taking math or whatever and just because there was some "prior commitment" he didn't
think we should go along with that.
PROFESSOR KATHLEEN PAGET, PSYCHOLOGY, agreed with Professor McAninch. She also
said she didn't understand why, if physical education or ROTC was required in high school,
why must it be required again by the University.
PROFESSOR AYRES replied the reason they are in the proposal is because the
Commission on Higher Education asked us to include them as prerequisites.
PROFESSOR RANDALL ENGLE, PSYCHOLOGY, said that deletion of the reference to ROTC
does not preclude accepting that course, it says what we find desirable or ideal and if we
accept this amendment it would indicate that we do not find that ideal as compared to other
courses.
PROFESSOR WILLIAM DRENNAN, PSYCHOLOGY, said in addition to that it seems to make
computer science less ideal than ROTC. He added that in this modern day he thought computer
science really needed to be encouraged in high schools rather than ROTC.
PROFESSOR PATRICK BUTTERFIELD, SCHOOL OF MEDICI.NE, asked Professor Ayres to clarify
whether or not th1s was a requ1rement from the State Board of Education and if it was why
was it not listed in the upper paragraph. He pointed out that the bottom section reads
"as our general recorrmendations", but that Professor Ayres was referring to it as a requirement.
PROFESSOR AYRES responded that any course included in the bottom of the paragraph
was a recommendat1on from us to prospective students. He added the only requirements are
those listed in the upper paragraph.

''---""'

PROFESSOR C. J. JOHNSON, PHYSICAL EDUCATION, stated that he believed one unit of
of physical education was required by every student graduating from high school.
PROFESSOR AYRES answered that that was correct - physical education or ROTC. and
they included it under the other units to allow for out-of-state students who were not
required to take that one unit of physical education.
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CHAIRMAN WEASMER moved then to the question of amending the proposal to delete
the words "or ROTC" so that it now reads "one unit of physical education, and if possible,
one unit of computer science." The motion to amend carried .
PROFESSOR DOUGLAS DARRAN, SUMTER, made a motion to delete the words "if possible"
from the last sentence. The motion was seconded.
The CHAIR inquired if the Chairman of the Admissions Committee had any response
to this motion-.- PROFESSOR AYRES responded that he had no objection. He added that the "if possible"
was added to recognize the limited capacity of high schols in South Carolina to offer
computer science.
PROFESSOR DARRAN said he was sure that was true but all we are stating is that
these are ''highly desirable", not "required" units.
The CHAIR asked if there was any further discussion on the deletion of "if
possible" fromth"e"last sentence. The motion was approved.
PROFESSOR BARBARA TENENBAUM, HISTORY, made the following corrments concerning
the freshman admission requirements:
I am very disturbed by this because anyone graduating from
high schools in South Carolina can fulfill these requirements . I
think we ought to make it something better for people who will be
coming to the University of South Carolina and I refer specifically
to the acquisition of some foreign language. I am not in the Department of Foreign Languages so I am not defending turf but I am
stating that it is sad indeed how our high school students lack
the knowl edae of a forei qn l anmrnge. Therefor"!, I would say
that we should include, after social studies, "two units of a
foreign language" and that "other" would become six units. This
would encourage students to know that to go to the University
as opposed to going to Midlands Tech, they will have to do a little
bit more and they have to be better prepared. That way you will
not be violating in any way whatsoever the high school minimum.
So we would be saying that the minimum is not good enough, and we
want our students to do better. I would move that we change the
last sentence to read: "Prospective students should also include
among their courses at least two units of the same foreign language,
one unit each of physical education and computer science."
The CHAIR asked Professor Tenenbaum if she was deleting the words "is highly
desirable" and making just a flat statement.
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM responded that she was no longer saying "highly desirable"
but saying "requiring".
The CHAIR inquired once more what she was proposing.
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM answered:
I am proposing the following statement: "Prospective
students should include among their other courses at least
two units of the same foreign language, one unit each of
physical education and computer science."
I have a question now . Because of the way it is phrased
is there any way to change it so that we would show we require
two units of foreign language. Since unfortunately the state
of South Carolina allows people to graduate from high school
without knowing a single word in a foreign language, can we
put that above in the list of requirements or do we have to
simply list it below?
PROFESSOR A¥RES replied:
We can do anything we want. I think it is unwise to list
it as a requirement. It pains me to have to make this argument
because I am very much in sympathy with what you said but I
M-12

am afraid we would be placing ourselves in a position of
not even considering for possible admission a number of
students who have satisfied the State Department of Education
requirements in South Carolina and may very well have good
high school ranks and strong SAT scores. I don't think we
want to place ourselves in that position even though I
am very sympathetic with what you say (that is why we included
"highly desirable to include two years of a foreign language."
in the bottom of the paragraph.) But I don't think we should
put ourselves in the position of saying that we will not
even consider your application even though you have a valid
high school diploma and good SAT scores and a high class
ranking.
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM explained that all we're saying to guidance counselors is
to make sure that people who want to be college prep take foreign languages.
PROFESSOR AYRES said that means you are assuming that foreign lanaguge courses
are available in a student's high school. PROFESSOR TENENBAUM asked if that meant that
there are high schools in South Carolina that do not offer a foreign language. PROFESSOR
AYRES responded in the affirmative.
PROFESSOR BRIAN FRY, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, asked for a point of
clarification. He inquired if it was the intent of that sentence to make it mandatory
in regard to foreign languages, physical education, and computer science.
The CHAIR responded that it was his understanding that the phraseology of the
sentence wouldl)e""that "prospective students shall include" but again this would not be
an absolute requirement. ·
A Senator inquired if the word was "shall" or "should" include.
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM responded that the word she used was "should". She added
that would present a problem in the "one unit of computer science." She asked if she
was correct in believing that we could not require one unit of computer science.
PROFESSOR RANDALL ENGLE, PSYCHOLOGY, seconded the mot ton to am.end .
PROFESSOR WILLIAM DRENNAN asked for a clarification on the changes. He pointed
out that the Senate had just voted on changing the last sentence from something that we
"recommended" to something that we "required". He added that this proposal was addressing
itself to an issue of requirements.
The CHAIR said it was his understanding that the motion intended to change the
last sentence to make it a statement of requirements and not just a recommendation.
PROFESSOR WILLIAM DRENNAN stated that we could change the wording of the list to
include two units of a foreign language and to change "other" to read six units.
CHAIRMAN WEASMER responded that as Professor Ayres indicated this is a statement
of what is required for a South Carolina high school diploma and therefore the University
is requiring as a minimum that those requirements be met. Now if foreign language is not
a part of what is necessary for a high school diploma then it is inappropriate to put it
there.
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM stated she thought the Chairman (of the Admissions Committee)
said we could rearrange the proposal as we pleased.
PROFESSOR AYRES stated that we can require anything that we desire but we would
have to rearrange the wording of the first paragraph since we have specified there courses
required for a South Carolina high school diploma.
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM requested to withdraw her motion in order to reword it. The
seconder agreed to the withdrawal. The CHAIR stated that there was no longer a motion
before the Senate.
The CHAIR asked if there was any further discussion on the i ssue of changes.

MR. JOHN BOLIN, DIRECTOR OF ADMISSIONS, made the following comments:
I am in sympathy with you also, that we have people who
have not had a foreign language. Looking at the demographics
of South Carolina in the area from which we draw our student
body and looking at 1987, if we make it a requirement to have
two years of a foreign language I do not believe that would
allow us a sizeable pool from which to choose our freshman
class.
PROFESSOR ROBERT ROOD, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, pointed out that
if we passed this as it stands we are requiring nothing since the language here simply
identifies what a high school diploma requires. He said we can add "we would like you
to have this"; and ·~ou are encouraged and advised to take these", but you are not required
to take anything for college. He said he would argue that any motion to change the wording
to say "highly desirable for student to have two units of the same foreign language" is
not necessary.
The CHAIR said it was his understanding that what was said initially was a
statement of what was required for admission to the University.
PROFESSOR ROOD pointed out that the first paragraph says "students are encouraged"
not "students are required".
PROFESSOR TENENBAUM said she would like to insert a sentence after the listing
of the units in the top paragraph, the statement "In addition, the University requires at
least two units of the same foreign language". and then "Prospective students . . . .
would form a second and new paragraph. She added that since the last paragraph is describing
this situation we could change that last sentence to read "highly desirable that prospective
students include among their other courses at least one unit of physical education and one
unit of computer science."
The CHAIR asked if there was a second to the motion.
He then asked if there was any discussion of the motion.

The motion was seconded.

PROFESSOR LEONARD PELLICER, COLLEGE OF EDUCATION, commented on the motion as
follows:
I am opposed to the motion. I think if we have a requirement of 20 units, to further restrict students by other choices
really limits what students can do in their high school careers.
There are many things that are important and I think students
need flexibility. I just don't believe that many people in South
Carolina are going to have a value for a foreign language. There
will be some I'm sure but I think that a choice is important.
PROFESSOR RICHARD CONANT, MUSIC, said he agreed with our Director of Admissions
that it is not practical in terms of getting enough students. He added that he had a
student working with Carolina Alive who could not spell Senator Thurmond's name even though
it was in front of him. He pointed out that our students just don't have the educational
opportunities which they need to be well prepared for college.
PROFESSOR WILLIAM HOLCOMBE, SALKEHATCHIE CAMPUS, stated not only is it true that
many high schools do not have foreign language instruction which would limit your pool, even
if all of them decided that they would like to meet this requirement, there is not a pool
of teachers from which to draw so there would be no way to have enough foreign language
instruction in high school by 1987 ~
PROFESSOR ROOD commented:
Again I would emphasize that it is inadvisable to say that
this is "required" as opposed to saying that it is "highly
desirable". I have friends who live out in areas where their
children attend rural high schools. They have been in college
prep programs. The college prep program requires in the sophomore year that they take biology. Only 8 students signed up for
biology and the class was cancelled and the students then were
scheduled into guitar. It is a simple fact of life that there
are many rural schools in South Carolina, Virginia, Georgia,
North Carolina and elsewhere, even in county seats, where the
students simply cannot meet these required curricula statements.
I think it is best to leave the language "highly desirable".
M-14

The CHAIR stated that the question was called for. He stated that the motion
was to include---as-part of that paragraph the sentence "In addition a prospective student
is required to have completed at least two units of the same foreign language", and the
relevant change to delete the foreign language statement in the last sentence. The motion
to amend failed.
PROFESSOR DAVID LUDWIG, EPIDEMIOLOGY AND BIOSTATISTICS, asked for clarification
on the second sentence in the third paragraph, which reads "In addition, a prospective
student graduating from high school in 1987 or after is required to have completed, at a
minimum, the high school units comparable to those necessary for a South Carolina high
school diploma." He wanted to know does "at a minimum" refer to a course wide minimum
or the minimum for obtaining a high school diploma?
PROFESSOR AYRES stated it was the intent of the Committee that the minimum will
apply to the number of units for English, number of units for mathematics and so forth as
well as the total number of units.
PROFESSOR LUDWIG said he was concerned about the possibility for a person to
complete the number of courses needed to get a minimum requirement for the diploma but
yet receive a D in a couple of courses or something like that and still have the required
number of courses to get a high school diploma.
PROFESSOR AYRES answered that this says nothing about the number of units taker ,
PROFESSOR LUDWIG then responded that the "minimum" requirements refer to a course minimum
rather than a diploma minimum. PROFESSOR AYRES said that was correct if he understood
the question correctly that it refers to the particular courses taken in the past.
PROFESSOR LUDWIG said he didn't know whether in the sentence you could differentiate between
~two, that is, whether it is required that they have a minimum to get a high school
diploma or at a minimum they pass all the course requirements to get a high school diploma.
PROFESSOR AYRES said he was not sure he could clarify that any better and that he was open
for suggestions. PROFESSOR LUDWIG stated that he didn't have any suggestions but that
he didn't know how to interpret this. PROFESSOR AYRES said that he thought what we were
saying ~1as that you are required to complete a minimum of the units.
The CHAIR said that the question had been called. There being no further
discussion on the motion, a vote was taken on the Admissions Conmittee's proposal for
freshman admission requirements, as amended. The motion, as amended , was approved.
(See page 19 for amended motion.)
IV.

Report of Secretary.
No report.

v.

Unfinished Business.
None.

VI.

New Business.
None.

VII.

Good of the Order .

PROFESSOR CHARLES TUCKER, SOCIOLOGY, said it was his understanding that after
the discussion with Professor Hickman that the interpretations of the Faculty Advisory
Committee will be brought to the Senate for a vote.
CHAIRMAN WEASMER said that was not the case and explained that this was the
Committee's interpretation of past action taken by the Faculty Senate. They indicated
they are looking at the possibility of changing that language and that you could try to
influence them in their action. He added that if the speaker wished he could introduce
a motion or do something on his own but as of the moment there is only a statement from
the Committee concerning the interpretation of the language of two different documents.
VIII.

Announcements.

PROFESSOR TUCKER announced the meeting of the local chapter of the American
Association of University Professors would take place immediately after the adjournment
of the Faculty Senate meeting .
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 5:03 p.m .
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